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1. Claims 1-4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 14-24, 29-38 and 67-72 are objected to because of the 
following informalities: Claim 1, line 12, claim 16, lines 14-15, claim 21, line 4, claim 30, 
line 13, claim 36, line 4, the phrase "aluminum silicates" is unclear whether it is being 
referred to "aluminum silicate". Claim 3, lines 3-4, the phrase "wherein said isolation 
region has a bottom and sidewalls at least said sidewalls having..." is not grammatical 
correct. There should be a "," after the word "sidewalls". Claims 70-72, line 1, the 
phrase "The pixel cell" has no antecedent basis. Claims 70-72, line 1, the phrase "said 
first layer" has no antecedent basis. Appropriate correction is required. 

2. Applicant is advised that should claim 1 be found allowable (when the material of 
claim 1 is aluminum oxide), claim 4 will be objected to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a 
substantial duplicate thereof. When two claims in an application are duplicates or else 
are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in 
wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a substantial 
duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

3. Applicant is advised that should claim 1 be found allowable (when the material of 
claim 1 is aluminum nitride), claim 6 will be objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a 
substantial duplicate thereof. When two claims in an application are duplicates or else 
are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in 
wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a substantial 
duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

4. Applicant is advised that should claim 1 be found allowable (when the material of 
claim 1 is aluminum silicate), claim 7 will be objected to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a 
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substantial duplicate thereof. When two claims in an application are duplicates or else 
are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in 
wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a substantial 
duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

5. Claims 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 22, lines 1-3, the phrase "said isolation trench is filled with a high-k dielectric 
material having an excess negative charge" is vague and indefinite. Claim 17, the great 
grandparent claim of claim 22, discloses the sidewalls of said isolation trench comprise 
a second material layer of high-k dielectric material (the embodiment of fig. 10a) while 
claim 22 discloses said isolation trench is filled with a high-k dielectric material having 
an excess negative charge (the embodiment of fig. 10b or 10c). It is believed that claim 
22 should not depend to claim 17 because claim 17 and claim 22 are directed to 
different embodiments of the invention. 

Claim 23, lines 1-4, the phrase "said sidewalls and said surface of said substrate 
further comprise a layer of dielectric material between said first and second material 
layers and said substrate" is unclear whether it is being referred to "said sidewalls and 
said surface of said substrate further comprise a layer of dielectric material between 
each of said first and second material layers and said substrate". 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Prince et al. 

In regards to claims 1 and 4, Prince et al. disclose a pixel cell [72] in fig. 4. It 
comprising: a substrate [74]; and a photosensor [72] in said substrate [74]. 

Fig. 4 of Prince et al. differ from the claimed invention by not showing said 
photosensor including a first conductivity area below a surface of said substrate and a 
second conductivity area at least between said first conductivity area and said substrate 
surface; and a first material layer having an excess charge sufficient to create an 
electric field that affects said second conductivity area, wherein said first material layer 
is located above said surface of said substrate, at least over said photosensor and 
comprises a material selected from the group consisting of aluminum oxide, aluminum 
nitrides and aluminum silicates. 

Fig. 1 of Prince et al. discloses a photosensor including a first conductivity (p-type) 
area [32] below a surface of said substrate [30, 32] and a second conductivity (n-type) 
area [40] at least between said first conductivity area [32] and said substrate surface; 
and a first material layer [46] (aluminum oxide) inherently having an excess charge 
sufficient to create an electric field that affects said second conductivity area [40] (It is 
well known in the art that aluminum oxide having fixed (negative) charges (See the 7 th 
paragraph in page 525 of Sazonov et al.), wherein said first material layer [46] (claims 1 
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and 4 of Prince et al.) is located above said surface of said substrate [30, 32], at least 
over said photosensor and comprises a material made of aluminum oxide. 

Since figs. 4 and 1 of Prince et al. disclose a photodiode formed in a semiconductor 
substrate, it would have been obvious to have the photodiode structure of fig. 1 of 
Prince et al. in fig. 4 of Prince et al. because it can reduce the amount of unwanted 
radiation (optical noise) by a factor of more than a million. 

8. Claims 16 and 30 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the 
objection set forth in this Office action. 

9. Claims 39, 40 and 42 are allowed. 

10. Claims 2, 3, 6, 7, 9, 10, 14 and 15 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 4 and 22-24 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 



Application/Control Number: 10/754,565 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2811 

shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven Loke whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1657. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 am to 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Lee can be reached on (571) 272-1732. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




